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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the Amendment filed on October 16, 2007. Claims 1- 
10 are pending in the current application. All previously outstanding objections and 
rejections to the Applicant's disclosure and claims not contained in this Action have 
been respectfully withdrawn by the Examiner hereto. 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Amendment to the drawings, specification, and claims overcomes the previous 
objections to the drawings, specification, and claims. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 6-8, and 10 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on October 16, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. In response to the Non-Final Office Action dated July 16, 
2007, applicant argues in regards to claims 1, 6-8, 10: 

(1 ) Butterworth is silent on changing the client program triggered by the 
error, (page 14, lines 11-12) 

In response to argument (1 ), examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that 
claims 1 , 6-8, and 10 do not recite the feature of "changing the client program triggered 
by the error"; therefore applicant's argument is not persuasive because claims 1 , 6-8, 
and 10 do not require the limitation of "changing the client program triggered by the 
error". Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
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the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1 057 (Fed. Cir. 1 993). 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 1 , 6, and 9 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. claim 1 , line 3, the recitation of "the server program", should be "a server 
program"; 

b. claim 1 , line 5, the recitation of "ipart", should be "part"; 

c. claim 6, line 6, the recitation of "registering said changed interface" should 
be "registering a changed interface"; 

d. claim 9, line 5, the recitation of "the served program", should be "the 
server program"; and 

e. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 3, and 5, 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 1, 3, and 5, 7-9 the recitation of "detect/detecting/detection/detected a 



Application/Control Number: 10/715,121 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2194 

change part of a WSDL file defining" and "wherein each user process in the second set 
of user processes has the second zone identifier associated therewith is hot disclosed 
in the specification. Thorough review of the specification by the Examiner did not result 
in finding of the subject matter properly disclosed in the specification. 
Claim 10 is rejected since it is dependent on claim 9. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1- 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

9. Claims 1 and 6 recite the limitation "said changed client program" in lines 1 3 and 
20, respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
Claims 2-5 are rejected since they are dependent upon claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

10. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 

directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

With respect to claim 7, a "client program management apparatus" is being 

recited; however, it appears that a client program management apparatus would 

reasonably be interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as software, per se. A client 
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program management apparatus as claimed does not set forth a means to realize the 
software, per se such as being stored in a memory or computer storage media. As 
such, it is believed that a client program management apparatus of claim 7 is 
reasonably interpreted as functional descriptive material, per se. 

With respect to claim 8, a "client program management. group" is being recited; 
however, it appears that a client program management group would reasonably be 
interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as software, per se. A client program 
management group as claimed does not set forth a means to realize the software, per 
se such as being stored in a memory or computer storage media. As such, it is 
believed that a client program management group of claim 8 is reasonably interpreted 
as functional descriptive material, per se. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1-2 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over United States Patent Application Publication 2003/0220925 A1 to Lior in view of 
United States Patent Application Publication 2004/0133656 A1 to Butterworth et al. 
(hereinafter Butterworth). 
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13. As to claim 1, Lior teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
method of changing a client program corresponding to a computer, comprising the steps 
of: 

transmitting an access request to a server program (paragraphs [0040]-[0041]), 

detecting a change part of a WSDL file defining an interface of said server 
program (paragraphs [0056]-[0057]) when the error is caused by change the WSDL file 
defining said interface of said server program (paragraphs [0056]-[0057]); 

deciding a change portion and a changing scheme of said client program related 
to said change of said WSDL file defining said interface to change said client program 
(paragraphs [0056] and [0062]); and 

replacing the client program being currently operated by said changed client 
program (paragraphs [0062]-[0063]). 

Lior does not explicitly teach when an error occurs, analyzing a cause of the 

error. 

However Butterworth teaches when an error (e.g. fault) occurs, analyzing a 
cause of the error (Fault Processing, Fig. 10C, paragraphs [0093]-[0094]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the WSDL Document Monitoring Unit of Lior with 
the teachings of Autonomous Agents from Butterworth because this feature would have 
provided a fault processing phase, which defines a special sequence of actions to be 
performed when the agent receives a SOAP fault from the web service (paragraph 
[0067] of Butterworth). 
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14. As to claim 2, Lior as modified teaches a client program changing method 
according to claim 1 , wherein said analysis of the cause of the error is made by 
analyzing contents of a message (e.g. response from Web Service of Butterworth) 
received from said server program when the error occurs (fault processing phase, which 
defines a special sequence of actions to be performed when the agent receives a SOAP 
fault from the web service (paragraph [0067] of Butterworth). 

1 5. As to claim 6, Lior teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
method of changing an interface between a client and a server in a client/server system, 
comprising the steps of: 

changing said interface defined by a WSDL file due to a revision of a server 
program in a server system (paragraph [0056]); 

registering a changed interface in a location accessible from a client system 
(paragraphs [0039] [0056]); 

causing a computer in the client system to perform the following operation 
(paragraph [0068]) including the steps of: 

transmitting an access request to the server program (paragraphs [0040]-[0041]); 

deciding a change part of said interface of the server program (paragraphs 
[0056]-[0057]) when the error is caused by change of a WSDL file defining said 
interface of said server program (paragraphs [0056]-[0057]); 

deciding a change portion and a changing scheme of the client program related 
to the change of said WSDL file to change said client program (paragraphs [0056] and 
[0062]); and 
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replacing the client program being currently operated by said changed client 
program (paragraphs [0062]-[0063]). 

Lior does not explicitly teach when an error occurs, analyzing a cause of the 

error. 

However Butterworth teaches when an error (e.g. fault) occurs, analyzing a 
cause of the error (Fault Processing, Fig. 1 0C, paragraphs [0093]-[0094]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the WSDL Document Monitoring Unit of Lior with 
the teachings of Autonomous Agents from Butterworth because this feature would have 
provided a fault processing phase, which defines a special sequence of actions to be 
performed when the agent receives a SOAP fault from the web service (paragraph 
[0067] of Butterworth). 

16. As to claim 7, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 7 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

17. As to claim 8, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 8 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

18. As to claim 9, Lior teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
client/server system comprising: 

a server computer including a server program (Web Service 1 3, Fig. 1 , 
paragraphs [0067]-[0068]); 

a registry for storing information related to an interface of said server program 
(WSDL Document Repository 12, Fig. 1); and 
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a client computer including (paragraphs [0067]-[0068]): 

a client program corresponding to the server program (Application 1 1 , Fig. 1 , 

paragraphs [0067]-[0068]); 

an error detection program (paragraphs [0055]-[0057]) for, when said client 

program transmits an access request to said server program (paragraphs [0040]- 

[0041]); 

an error occurrence portion detection program (paragraphs [0055]-[0057]) 
responsive to a notification from said error detection program for accessing to said 
registry (paragraphs [0055]-[0057]) to detect a change part of a WSDL file defining an 
interface of said server program when the error is caused by change of a WSDL file 
defining said interface of said server program (paragraphs [0056]-[0057]); 

a changed client program producing program (paragraphs [0067]-[0068]) 
responsive to a notification from said error occurrence portion detection program 
(paragraphs [0056] and [0066]-[0068]) for deciding a change portion and a changing 
scheme of said client program related to the change of the WSDL file defining said 
interface to produce a changed client program (paragraphs [0056] and [0062]); and 

a client program execution program (paragraphs [0067]-[0068]) responsive to a 
notification from said changed client program producing program for replacing the client 
program being currently operated by said changed client program (paragraphs [0062]- 
[0063]). 

Lior does not explicitly disclose an error occurs, analyzing a cause of the error in 
response to a notification from said client program. 
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However Butterworth teaches an error (e.g. fault) occurs, analyzing a cause of 
the error in response to a notification from said client program (Fault Processing, Fig. 
10C, paragraphs [0093]-[0094]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the WSDL Document Monitoring Unit of Lior with 
the teachings of Autonomous Agents from Butterworth because this feature would have 
provided a fault processing phase, which defines a special sequence of actions to be 
performed when the agent receives a SOAP fault from the web service (paragraph 
[0067] of Butterworth). 

19. As to claim 10, Lior teaches a client/server system according to claim 9, wherein 
said registry is a UDDI registry (paragraph [0039]). 

20. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
United States Patent Application Publication 2003/0220925 A1 to Lior in view of United 
States Patent Application Publication 2004/0133656 A1 to Butterworth et al. (hereinafter 
Butterworth) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of United States Patent 
Application Publication 2004/0117199 A1 to Fremantle et al. (hereinafter Fremantle). 

21 . As to claim 3, Lior as modified by Butterworth does not explicitly disclose wherein 
said detection of said change part of the WSDL file defining said interface is made by 
comparing an unrevised WSDL file with a revised WSDL file. 

However Fremantle teaches wherein said detection of said change part of the 
WSDL file defining said interface is made by comparing an unrevised WSDL file (e.g. 
WSDL 1) with a revised WSDL file (e.g. modified) (WSDL1 is provided to the gateway 
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(300) by server (200), however in other embodiments the gateway can know of WSDL1 , 
for example, based on configuration information (for example containing either the URL 
location of the WSDL file or U DDI lookup information), as a result, the Gateway should 
import the WSDL documents and use them to generate a new (modified) WSDL 
documents which may then be published to one or more UDDI directories, paragraph 
[0055]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have further modified the WSDL Document Monitoring Unit of 
Lior as modified by Butterworth with the teachings of a Gateway from Fremantle 
because this feature would have further provided a mechanism for creating a modified 
document enabling the client to access the target service via the gateway using one of 
the channels for which details were added to the modified document (paragraph [0006] 
of Fremantle). 

22. As to claim 4, Lior teaches a client program changing method according to claim 
3, wherein said decision of said change portion and said changing scheme of said client 
program is made on the basis of a comparison result of said WSDL files (paragraphs 
[0056] and [0062]-[0063]). 

23. As to claim 5, Lior teaches wherein the step of changing said client program 
(paragraph [0062]) includes the steps of: 

taking said revised WSDL file in source codes of said client program (paragraph 
[0063]); 
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correcting source code portion of said client program related to said detected 
change part of the WSDL file defining said (paragraphs [0056] and [0062]-[0063]); and 

using said corrected source code portion to prepare an executable client program 
(paragraph [0063]). 

Conclusion 

24. The prior art made of record on the accompanying PTO-892 and not relied upon, 
is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KimbleAnn Verdi whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1654. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30am-5:00pm EST.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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